STATE OF CALFORNIA—HEALTH AMND WELFARE AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF SOCiAL SERVICES

744 P Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

{916} 322-5475 :
February 13, 1981

ALL~COUNTY LETTER NO., B1- 12

TO:  ALL COUNTY WELFARE DIRECTORS
SUBJECT: FOOD STAMP CORRECTIVE ACTION PROCESS

The Food Stamp Program Management Branch has developed a corrective action
process for uge in implementing the Federal Performance Reporting System .
fegulations in the Food Stamp Program. Decisions leading to the development
of this process were shared with the CWDA Food Stamp Committes, whose nembers
prov;ded comments on individual policy and pxocedural isgues involved., A
dvsrr1ptlon of thie process is attached.

This corrective action process was designed in an effort to concentrate
avallable resources {at both the state and county levels) on the reduction
of the Food Stamp dollar error rate and the regolution of equity issues.,
The pfocess witl be applied to all problems identified by any sourze {e.q.,
Federal audlits, ME reviews, State Quality Conmtrol, etc.}).

The basic steps of this process are: (1} the prioritization-of problems
based on & prescribed rating scale; (2) a preliminary determination as to -
whether the problem ig caused at the county, state or federal level; (3}

an assessment of available resources and a determination of a cut-off"
point for the number of problems to be acted upon; {4) the determinatlon of
*root" cause; (5) the development and implementation of corrective action;
and (6) the monitoring and evaluation of the corrective action.

The Food Stamp Program Operations Bureau will be contacting each county to
discuss the development of corrective action on newly identified problems

and previcusly identified problems for which corrective action has not yet
been developed. For those problems previcusly identified for which correg-
tive action has already been initiated or developed, no changeg to those
agreements will be reguired as a result of the implementation of this process.

If you have any guestions regarding this matter, please contact your Food
Stamp Program Operaticons Consultant at (916) 322-5475,

Bincerely,

(a4 v},> j&j’,{/‘
EYLE ﬂ IZCKII\J_EQX ,
Deputy DlrectﬁT‘w--%w
Lrtechment

oo CWRA
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California's LCorrective Action Process

Priocritization

In order to effect tne maximum amount of improvement and bost ubitize
available resources at both the state and county levels, corrvective actiun
efforts will be concentrated on thosi problems with Lhe grealest dwpasto .
To this end, all probiems relating Lo Lhe Food Stamp Program dentiftied by
any source (Quatity Control, fedeéral audits, etc.) will be evaluated as to
impact . o

Tne priority of each problem will be vased on the following criteria:

1. lts dmpact on tne statewide and/ar county-specific dollar ervor eate.

Those major error concentrations as displayed on the Management

Information System (MLIS) which have the greatest impact 'on the dollar

ervor rate will be considered major problems requiring corrective
Caction. ' ' .

2. Honcompliance with regulations affecting the delivery of benefits in

“terms of program accessibility and/or tiwmeliness.  Highest prigrity in
this category will he given Lo those problems whiich prevent :
participation. In descending order of priority, other oroblems wi: i
be dngluded 1T they result in wrongful denial or fermination, delsy of
expedited . services, delay of regular penefits or hindering .
cparticipation. These problems will also be evaluated as to the
percent of the Food Stamp population affedted.

3. Adversely 1hpacts the counties' ability to meet cost control targeis

in activity level, support and/or issuance,

4. The risk of program-loss (not doilar error rate). For example, a .
problem may contribute to the incidence of fraud, duplicate issuances,
or mail loss. '

b, Tne number and size of the counties experiencing the deficiency.
This criterie wtil apply only to statewide probiems and will be
guantifiad. oo

b. The cost of the effort needed to correct the problem compared to the
expected benefit of the corrective action. Cost of efforts to corrvect
the problem will be measured in terms of state ard/or county staft and
sypport resources required, and the amount of time npecessary to
correct the problem. The anticipated result of the corrective actiue
ey not justify devoting staff time Lo resolving the problem. '

7. The potential for growth of the problem. Although the current Impact
of the probiem may be low, if the problem shows a growing trend and
_the future impact could be significant, corrective action should be
taken, : .




. Noncompliance with genaral program requirements including reporting
reguirements.  For exanple, failure fo submit FNS 250 or FNS 209

reports timety.

g, The resolubion of the problem can be tested in one or more counties,
Some problems may not have a major impact but may appear in a . rnumber
of counties. Une or several counties could be chosen to test
corrective actions which could then be applied in other counties.

state .and county staff will ne responsihle for the prioritization of each
problem. For the statewide CAF, management staff from the Food Stamp
Prograw -Managenent Sranch wiil have this responsibility and will solicit
recommendat ions from the County Weltare Dirvectors Association's Food Stamp
Sub-committee. For dndividual county CAPs, this shall consist of county
marnagement in consultation with appropriate members of the State Food Stamp
Programn Uperations Bureau (FSPOB).  The FSPOB must approve of the
priovitization assigned Lo proolems in a counly CAP,

Factors discussed within the aine criteria above will be- compared and
welighteg accordingly.  The initial rating scale and recap sheet will he
as Tollows: :

r




Corrective Action Kating Scale

vescription Weight
I, Major ~Lalowide crvor concenbyalion veprosont ing
A At Teast 25 percent of the statewide doliar error rate 30
. 10 to 24.9 percent of the statewide dollar error rate 19
L. 5 tn 9.9 percent of the statewide dollar error rate 6
U. Remaining problems contributing o the statewide
dollar error rate | a

I1. mMajor error concentration representing

. At deast 25 percent of the county-specific doilar
eryror rale 30
. ) to 24,9 percent of the county-specific dollar
error rate ‘ 19
L. b to 9.4 percent of the county-specific dollar :
2rror rate 5
[k, Less than 5 percent of the county-specific dollar
error rate {}
LIV Prowlen prevents participatb jon ' 19

Ivo Proolem exists in (Statewide CAP only)

A 50 percent or wore counties 19

8. 3u percent to 50 percent of counties 12

C. Less than 30 percent of counties 4
V. Problem results in wrongful denial or termination in

ML More than Z5% percent of the cases i5

. 10 to 24.9 pervcent of the cases 8

(. Less than 10U percent of the cases. 0]

VI, Problem results in delay of £S5 (failure to identify £S5, schedule
£S or failure to comply with ES regulations)

A, More than 25 percent of ES cases . 15
i 10 percent to 24.9 percent of £5 cases 8
L. Less tnan 10 percent of ES cases )
Vii. Probiem resuits in inability to meet state cost control targets 13
VILI. Problem results in risk of program loss (not dollar error rate) 11
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‘Problem results in delay of regular benefits to

A. tore than 25 percent of cases

B. 10 percent to 24.Y percent of ceses

£. Less than 10 percent of cases

Prablem ninders participation in

A. More than 25 percent of the cases

B. 10 percent to 24.9 percent of the cases

£. Less than 10 percent of the cases
Cost/benefit analysis justifies corrective action
Prablem shows growing trend

Nonncompliance with general requirements

Corrective action can be tested in the counties
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State CAP _ County CAP o

CAP Item Number

Original Weight

Date

Ravised Weight

CaP ITEM PRIOGRITY BESCRIPTION

Brief Title:

Y.

iy,

Li.

1d.

Date

pescript jon

dajor error concentration representing %

of statewide dollar error rate

Major error concentration repkesenting %
of county-specific dollar error rate

Prevents participation in % of sampled cases
Problem exists in % of counties (for state CAP only)
Problem results in delay of ES in % of ES cases

Froblem results in wrongful denial/termination in

% of sampled cases

Broblem results in inability to meet cest conirol targets

Problem results in risk of program loss (not doilar
gerror rate) '

Problem resutts in delay of reqular benefits to %
ot cases
Problem hinders participation in % of the cases

Cost/penefit analysis jhstifies corrective action
(attacn analysis)

Problem shows growing trend
Moncompliance with general requirements
Corrective action can be testad

TOTAL WEIGHT

NUTES: -

Weight Assigned




The rating scale will be evaluated at least once each year to defermine its
adequacy. :

Preliminary Determination of (ause

After each problem has been prioritized a preliminary determination of
"cause(s)" snall be made. If the state 1s the cause of the problem, the
problem will pe included in the statewide CAP. If ine couniy is the cause,
the problem will be addressed in the CAP for that county. If the cause
resutts from the federal level, it will not be addressed but the probiem
analysis will be forwarded to FNS, WRU for federal corrective action.

Beyond this point, the process for the statewide CAP and individual county
CAPs will vary somewhat.

Statewide CAP - Availability of Resources

After identified probliems have been prigritized and determined, based on
cause, to be included in the statewide CAP, SDSS management will assess the
availability of resources. Based on this assessment, 5055 will determine

©how many of the ddentified problems will be acted upon lmmediately. This
, Meut-off point® will then be subject to FNS approval. A detailed listing

{including the priority assigned to each} of those problems falling below
the cut-off point will be attached to the CAP for future reference, and’

‘reconsideration at the time of the next CAP review.

Statewide CAP - Determination of "Root! Cause

Resources will be assigned to each CAP item falling above the cut-off point
to investigate the “root" cause of the problem. For example, the root
cause may be conflicting or unclear state regulations or a state-mandated
form which does not accurately reflect current regulatory requirements.

statewide CAP - Corrective Action

If the state eliminates a deficiency within 60 days.of identification, no
formal corrective action for the probiem wiil be reguired. ~However, a =

Cdescription of the deficiency and how it was resclved will be kept on

record in the FSPMB.

fne Systems Bureau of the Food Stamp Program Management #ranch {FSPHB) will
have tne lead responsibility fur tne development and monitoring of the
statewide CAP. Otner bureaus within tie branch will provide support as
necessary.




ltems in the CAP will be described using the following format:

CAP [tem Number. . Original Inclusion Date
Brief Title I Original Pricrity Weight
' ' Revision Date

Ravised Weight-

I. Problem Statement
LT, Detailed lescription:

A, Source(s) through which identified:

3. Magnitude (% of caseload affected}): :

, Geographic extent of problem (% of district offices/counties
affected): ‘

i, Bate idenfified

III. Proplem Analysis/Causal - Factors
Iv. Priorfty Assignment (attach rating sheet):

V. Corrective Action Plan ~ Date completed or to be completed/
: responsible unit

A. Action alfeady taken:

. Action steps to be taken:
1)
2}
3)

VI. Monitoring Plan

A}_“Désuribe whaf methods will be used fo assess whether corrective

action target dates are being met; give target dates for
.completion
8. dustification for revised tgrqet dates

SVIT. Eva]uation

A. Describe how the effect%venﬁss of implemented action will be
medsured
B. Justification for revision of corrective act ion

Tne CAP will tnen be submitted to FNS for approval.

statewide CAP - Monitoring and Evaluation

Tne state will provide a status report on each statewide CAP item to FNS on
4 yuarterly basis, This report will inglude a description of any sieps
completed, problems encountered, monitoring completed, effectiveness
evaluations completed and any requests for revisions to the corrective
-action plan., Requests for closure of individual CAP items will be made on
a flow basis. This status report will be submitted on the following form:




CORRECTIVE ACTION STATUS REPORT

State CAP County CAP : County

CAP Item Number ' Date -

_ Short Title of CAP Item

Status. (Check where appropriate)

A, No change in status

8. Steps completed

C. o Probiems encountered in implementation
D. . Monitoring completed

E._ ~+ Evaluation completed -

F. - Revision requested -

[f any item except A is checked in IV above, describe in detail and attach
any related documentation (e.g., copy of newly publiished state/county
procedures). '

Disposition {State/Federal Use Only)

Approve  Date
Monitor . Date
Beﬁy . 5 Date
VCOQferenge Scheduled __ Date




The statewide CAP will be reviewnd at least once every six months and more
often if necessary (i.e., if any new data indicates additional problems}.
This review will include an analysis of any new problems identified, the
prioritization of any new problems, the reevaluation of priority assigned
to problemns faliing below the cut-off point of the existing CAP, and the
passible inclusion of new items into the CAP. In addition, any approved
changes in corrective action will be incorporated at this time.

Upen complietion of the corrective action for a particular CAP item an
analysis of the effectiveness of the action will be completed. This
information will be transmitted to FNS with a request for ciosure of the
item as appropriate. If significant new problems are identified which
impact ongoing corrective action, the state will notify FNS of revised
target dates and/or suspended corrective actions.

County CAPs-~ Availability of Resources

County CAPs will pe developed within 60 days after the identification of
problems requiring corrective action. Counties which eliminate a
deficiency within 60 days need not develop a CAP for that problem.
However, a description of the deficiency and how it was resolved will be
fited in the county fTor future reference.

After prioritization of problems, county management in consultation with
FSPOB will be responsibie for determining the cut-off poini for items to be
acted upon impediately. This determination will be hased on the avail-
ability of resources. At a minimum, significant dollar error rate and
eguity problems would have to be addressed. A list of items falling below
the cut-off point will be attached to the CAP for future reference, and
will be reconsidered at the time of the next CAP review. '

County CAPs - Deterniining "Root” Cause

guality Control (QC) data will yield the statewide dollar error rete and,
through the use of an expanded sample, county-specific error rates for each
of the 16 largest counties. This information as well as state QC results
for the remaining 47 counties will be displayed on the Food Stamp MIS.
Portions of the FSMIS will be provided to each county at the end of each QC
sample period. '

UC data together with identified equity problems will be used as the hasis
on which to target ME reviews in the 16 largest counties, For these
counties, it a Me review is scheduled to begin in a county within six
months of the final QC report, no formal corrective action on problems
identified by QC would be required for that county until the Ffinal ME
report is received,

For those of the 16 largest counties that are not scheduled for a ME review
within six months of the final (C report, corrective action based on GC
error trends will pe reguired. The FSPOB will work closely with the
counties to identify the causes of the error trend within the 60 days




following receipt of the (C report. Once cause is established, development
of the CAP would begin. If an extensive staff commitment would be required
to identify cause, then corrective action will be delayed untii the next
schecduled ME review. If a CAP is already in place as a result of -a prior
ME review, no revised plan will be required unless the data represents a
significant change. If the data represents a significant change and/or was
designated for the evaluation of prior corrective actions, then corrective
action in response. to the new data would be required. .

It should be noted that all counties wil) be encouraged to take whatever
corrective action they deem appropriate in response to QC data regardless
cf state involvement,

Eyror rate data collected on the 42 medium, small and very small counties
reflects neither a valid county-specific error rate nor county-specific
error trends. Although these counties do not impact the statewide dollar
eryor rate to the extent of the 16 largest counties, program errcrs in
these smaller counties will not be ignored, L

The counties and FSPUB will review the semiannual QU veports to identify
any trends in ervor categories for each of the 42 medium, small and very
small counties. If trends are identified, the county and FSPOB will
determine cause and the county will develop corrective action. If no
trends are identified, the counties will simply correct individual cases
with no CAP. ;

County CAPs - Corrective Action

Each county will be responsible for developing and writing its own CAP.
The FSPOB will provide consultation and assistance as necessary. In
addition, the county must submit its CAP to FSPOB for approvail. FEach CAP
item will be addressed in the same format used for statewide CAP dtems .

County CAPs - Monitoring and Evaluation

Counties will be reguired to submit a quarterly status report on each CAP
item above the cut-off point. Report dates will be assigned upon approval
of the county's CAP. These status reports will be in the same formal as
used in conjunction with the statewide CAP.

The FSPOB will have -the responsibility for monitoring county CAPs. CAP
items will be wonitored routinely, with special attention to problems where

the county fails to submit a status report on the item, if the status :
report on the item is unclear or lacks adequate documentatiocn on the _
completion of corrective action, or where problems have developed in the

implementation of the action. Evaluation of error rate corrective action
will be through C data or subsequent ME reviews.

10




County CAPs will be reviewed at least once every six months by the county
and more often if necessary. This review will include an analysis of any
new problems identified, the pricritization of any new problems, the
reevaluation of the priority assigned to problems falling below the cut-off
point of the existing CAP, and the possible inclusion of new items into. the
CAP. In addition, any approved changes in corrective action will be
incorporated at this time,

Upon complieticn of the corrective action for a particular CAP item an
evaluation of the effectiveness of the action will be completed. The
county will then submit this information te FSPOB with a request for
closure of the item. FSPOB will analyze the effectiveness of the action
and approve or deny the reguest for closure. If the problem was identified
through a federal audit, FSPOB will forward the request for closure to FNS
and notify the county of FNS's decision.
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